It seems, as the cataloguers of an exhibition at which the Turner painting was shown in Manchester in 1982 spotted, 4 that Turner may have been prompted to his subject for this virtuoso display by another painting in Payne Knight's extensive collection, The alchemist's laboratory, which, like the ...dentist reproving his son's prodigality, shows an older man at odds with his family. This painting has recently been attributed to Gerard Thomas. 5 It was probably Turner's satirical wit which was both tickled by the theatrical possibilities of the subject and suggested the dentist as the modern equivalent of the Alchemist, rather than the more obvious chemist, who at the beginning of the nineteenth century was replacing the apothecary in the laboratory. Turner has also borrowed the bird out of its cage and the exasperated hand gestures of the father from the Alchemist painting, and it looks as though he flattered Payne Knight's collection by combining ideas and lighting from his patron's art possessions, rather than just using a single model in the Rembrandt or the Thomas.
Turner's painting at first sight gives a picture of the well equipped rooms of a dentist at the top of the profession at the end of the great eighteenth century period of professional development, somewhat 'antiqued' to fit the requirements of his commission.
 Describes one of the most important historical records of dentistry surviving from the Georgian period.  Enlarges on the meaning of J. M. W. Turner's painting of a dentist's rooms.  Suggests real life models for his characters.  Discusses the place of dentistry in Georgian society. Even to the contemporary Georgian viewer the combination of a near pastiche of the seventeenth century, of gossipy narrative, and elements of an up-to-date dental operatory must have been a puzzle, and it had a mixed reception, even if as a work it satisfied Payne Knight by showing that Turner could indeed equal the old masters. To today's viewer, the finished painting, while full of fascinating detail, has to be treated with caution as an historical record, for it shows too much of what the auction house Christies', in their description, termed 'the seventeenth century Netherlandish manner' to be taken at face value.
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This, however is to judge the painting by the wrong criteria. It was not intended to be a realistic picture of a Georgian dentist's rooms. The work is, rather, a stage based on such rooms, set in bygone times for a purpose, and it is as a work of narrative meaning that it succeeds in holding the modern interest, and it is as a landmark in bringing dentistry as a serious occupation into the public eye that it is central to the history of the profession.
In making it a narrative painting, Turner was at least in part responding to the great success that his fellow Royal Academician David Wilkie had had with The village politicians in 1806, and with The rent day of the next year. Wilkie was, as Turner's biographer Finberg said, consciously 'influenced both in technique and subject matter by the great seventeenth century Dutch and Flemish Realists, especially Teniers and Ostade'. 6 Turner was both asked by Payne Knight to paint in a similar manner, and in the words of the Christies' information sheet 'Perhaps for the first time in his career, ... was disconcerted and inspired by the success [of Wilkie]'. Unlike Wilkie, Turner was most comfortable and successful with land and seascapes, and did not stay with genre pieces, and this work is one of just four which he painted between 1807 and 1809.
It is for other reasons that the painting is important to the history of dentistry in England. Dentistry in the second half of the eighteenth century was marked by the advance of the discipline to the status of a true profession, as an increasing number of practitioners aimed at a high state of individual excellence, with high incomes, and with an emerging concern for intra-professional ethics, and professional dignity. Turner's painting is the first, and at present seems the only contemporary artistic reference to take this advance seriously.
While the historian is very grateful for the survival of the rare contemporary caricatures of the sort which provided the material for a previous paper, 7 Models for the viewer to apply to Turner's cast of three The first model to be considered for Turner's visual account of a financial drama in a dentist's family life is the artist himself, and can be related to his own 'closeness' with money, drawing on a subject about which he was well informed. Finberg, in his Life records various instances of Turner doing good by stealth, but Turner himself is reported to have said 'Dad never praised me except for saving a shilling', 10 and his reputation in general was of a man over-well aware of the value of money. While repeating Gerard Thomas's general subject matter of a father remonstrating with his family, Turner's caption has made the dispute explicitly one of a financial nature, and this allows for the comparison to be made also with near contemporary word pictures, which show dramatic events in the lives of prominent real life dentists, and in particular of Dubois de Chamant.
Somewhat later, de Chamant was the subject of an attack in footnotes added when Real life in London, a collection of articles written earlier, was published in two volumes in 1820 and 1821. Three prominent dentists feature in these articles. In the main text and in the footnotes of volume II, Martin Van Butchell (1735-1814), although a remarkable eccentric whose laboratory will be proposed in a subsequent paper as a type of the model for Turner's preparatory sketches, appears in a favourable light, being privileged to see the volume out as the last character to appear. In this he is more fortunate than James Bladen Ruspini, (aged 40 in 1808, and son of the better known first Chevalier, Bartholomew, who died in 1813 aged 85), or de Chamant, who was 61 in 1808. These well known dentists are singled out for particular attention in a chapter entitled Medical quacks in Volume I. The original articles are unfortunately undated, but independent evidence shows that de Chemant definitely had the financial troubles described before 1808, when the painting was exhibited. The 'Chevalier' de Chamant (as the author(s) of Real life in London sarcastically term him) faced financial difficulties at the time, having lost a very large sum on the stock exchange; 'owing to a sudden fluctuation in the market, a considerable depreciation took place between the time of purchase and that of payment; a circumstance which made the Chevalier grin and show his teeth'. During the court case, while trying to get out of the obligation to pay the broker 'Old' Tom Bish, he was informed that: 'the Defendant would find the law could bite sharper and hold tighter than any teeth he could make'. 11 Thomas Bish, of 4, Cornhill, is listed as a broker between 1802, when the old system of daily subscription to the stock exchange (of 6d) was replaced by annual applications, and 1817, when his name no longer appears and Tom Bish the Younger took over, using the identical elaborate calligraphic signature. 12 He features in the 1806 minutes protesting at being jostled to such an extent by two other brokers that he could not do business, which led to the other brokers being 'recommended to preserve peace and order in the S. Exch.', and he was obviously not a man to be trifled with.
The account of de Chamant's trouble is corroborated and dated by a contemporary source, for between 1806 and 1808, a bitter and very public dispute blew up between de Chamant and his erstwhile 'menial servant' and 'footman' and 'valet', Mr Faleur, who had set up in rivalry in the production of mineral paste teeth. 14 The financial and domestic difficulties in the Ruspini family which are described in gloating detail in Real life in London came to a head too late to be Turner's inspiration. James Bladen was gazetted bankrupt in 1820, 15 at that time being recorded as being a Medicine Vendor, Dealer and Chapman, and not a dentist, and the fine premises at number 11 Pall Mall opposite the royal residence at Carlton House were disposed of in 1821 to pay the creditors. 16 Some indication of financial difficulty might have been known at an earlier date. Menzies Campbell records that when James Bladen Ruspini inherited the title of Chevalier and his father's estate in 1813, this estate amounted to less than £450, which he puts down to Ruspini senior's very generous habits of hospitality. 17 Of the dentists singled out by Real life in London, Van Butchell is least likely to have provided Turner's model for the father, as he had endured the tragic loss of his second son, Isaac, in a boating accident on the Thames in 1806, and in spite of his unpromising manner, Turner was not wholly insensitive.
Though it cannot be proved that de Chamant or any other real-life dentist provided Turner's inspiration, by 1808 dentists and their personal as well as their professional lives were acknowledged parts of the London scene. It is known that Turner had a permanent ear to the ground in financial affairs, particularly those relating to the stock exchange, as throughout his life he used a stock broker as his man of business, Mr William Marsh, of 5 Sweeting's Alley, buying stocks when payment for a painting was made, and selling them when he needed money. In this he was altogether more successful than poor de Chamant or James Bladen Ruspini. At least it can be said both that he had models enough in the gossip of the London of the day, and that the viewers of the finished painting in 1808 could well also have found the subject topical, however cleverly the scene itself was disguised as an 'Old Master'.
Who saw the painting?
For an indication as to whether the painting could have had any influence on the opinion of the public about dentists, the extent to which it was exhibited to public view needs to be estimated, and an idea of how important, as opinion formers, were those who went to such exhibitions. Finberg's Life shows that throughout his working life, any painting by Turner drew attention, and The unpaid bill... etc was the only work he exhibited at the Royal Academy (no.116) in 1808. As to the importance of the 'society' who visited, Finberg's account is more than adequate to show that they included many of those important opinion formers. As to numbers, Rowlandson's celebrated ribald caricature of the gentry having an unexpectedly jolly time on The exhibition stare case shows the dangerously overcrowded stairs of the Strand Gate-House to Somerset House. These stairs still exist, up and down which those visiting to see each other and the art had to pass to reach the rooms, now occupied by the Courtauld Institute Gallery, to which the Royal Academy had moved in 1780. It was one of the fixed points in the London 'season', and the crowds could indeed be impossible, so that of Wilkie's The Village Politicians it was recorded: 'There was no getting in sideways or edgeways' to see it. 18 If indeed the dental subject of the drama portrayed struck a chord in the public mind, it would have fixed itself in their consciousness very effectively by eliciting wry smiles from those 'in the know' about any difficulties members of the profession were having with their families or their finances, carrying dentistry along subliminally with it as something absolutely normal in town life. There is, however, something deeper than gossip in the narrative, and here Turner's true intelligence and wit are shown, for he needed a very specific subject for his drama to work. He had to show a profession which was sober and hard working, and also prosperous, even nouveau riche, and he had to show it taking place in one room. At the same time the occupation had to be one from which his viewers would understand that the son would wish to remove himself, as much later in the century the fictional Pooter's son Lupin wished (Clerk in 'the City'), 19 and much earlier, as the title of the painting reminds the viewer, the biblical prodigal son, (land owning farmer) wished. 20 We have to believe that the son could fail and be welcomed back like the biblical prodigal, and at the same time to wish him to succeed, as a bit of a cad if necessary, as does Lupin Pooter. It is no good if we fail to understand and sympathise with both the young and the old man. This is the genius of Turner picking true dentistry for his subject, rather than the chemist's shop which would be the natural successor to Teniers' Alchemists, (and indeed until 1921 the inheritor of half the numbers in dental business). 21 It is the unexpected appropriateness of it which works now as it worked then.
Numbers and status of Georgian dentists
The informed insider can take issue with one detail in Christies' descriptive piece on the painting, otherwise usefully informative. It is only as a legally controlled activity that it is true to say that 'In the early years of the nineteenth century, dentistry was not a recognised profession' and not at all true that '...even among the rich, it was not a popular service'. Not liked, maybe, and some practitioners were, no doubt, in Menzies Campbell's wonderful description of Patence, 'Pachydermatous quacks', but certainly they were recognised as a social entity popular enough to be kept in business in good numbers. In 1989, D.W. Wright of the Wellcome Museum of the History of Medicine at the Science Museum, was able to list 76 dentists operating in London between 1800-1808, 22 many, as he says, from addresses in the best parts of town. As to 23 These numbers of dentists attached to various royal households are astonishing, when it was only 100 years earlier in 1707 that the first recorded dentist (as Operator for the Teeth in Ordinary, and not a barber or surgeon) was appointed to the household of Queen Anne. 24 Other interesting points in the finished painting Turner has included an early example of his characteristic use of a small patch of intense colour, in this case the red of a document box on the stool at the workbench beside the old man. This should probably be considered as part of the narrative of the painting, for this is where, in a comfortable family relationship, he is indicating that the son and inheritor of the business would have sat, rather than his debts. Turner appears to have enjoyed himself with little details absent from his other genre paintings, including the parrot or macaw, not sitting on its open cage as in the Thomas Alchemist painting, but climbing up the work bench above the coal hod while eyeing an amusingly painted cat at the base of the bench, which returns the look with interest. At least the bird is not a duck. Rowlandson in his caricature of 1787, considered by some to show Ruspini transplanting teeth, 2 sketched two birds at the top of his trade placard on the wall, which have been interpreted as ducks hinting at quackery. The frontispiece of Real life in London continues this convention, showing a top-hatted gentleman holding a duck aloft. Turner's dentist also has a certificate of some sort fixed to the wall, with a seal at the base. Unfortunately the detail is not enough to show whether it represents a master's charter, or a Freedom of the City.
Lest there be any doubt that it is a dentist portrayed, two tusks have been painted in the foreground. These could be elephant ivory, but walrus ivory was preferred as it kept its colour better. When the famous dentist Samuel Rutter died in 1761 he left his Sea horse teeth to his partner and successor William Green. 25 These tusks, like the forceps etched by Rowlandson in the foreground of his caricature, are not realistic in their placing, but symbolic, the forceps of the extraction and loss, and the ivory of the restitution, of the furniture of the mouth.
Turner has painted a copper and brass coal hod, (in pattern if not in material identical to that employed by the innovative engineer James Watt in his private workshop, and now preserved in the Science Museum in London), which is also accompanied by a small patch of intense red paint. This is an anachronism for the wood and charcoal burning days in which he is setting the scene, and is put where it is possibly to draw attention to what looks like an alembic still above it covered with a cloth, with a brown pot receiving the drops of distillate. This is a deception, for although, as will be described in the subsequent part of this paper, the presence of such a still is to be expected, close examination of the painting shows that what is painted is a bench vice with a coat thrown over it in this position in the vulnerable centre of the workshop, and the working sketch (Ruskin 76) confirms this, as well as showing how the hod has been 'moved'.
The literate dentist
Thomas's Alchemist sits at a table laden with books and papers, and Turner has almost over-emphasised the papers in his painting. There appear to be three groups, those, possibly technical relating to the laboratory, which spill from the workbench; the financial documents which form part of the narrative of the family drama; and the third group, bearing most resemblance to those of the Alchemist, and accompanied by pen and ink on the floor which imply active literary activity by bulging out of a portfolio leaning against the armchair on the right.
Turner's sketchbook
While the painting is important to dentistry's social history, the survival of Turner's sketchbook which contains the preparatory drawings for the painting, is equally important to dentistry's technical history, while adding a great deal to the understanding of the painting. Ruskin, acting as executor to Turner's estate, disbound and numbered those notebooks of Turner's which eventually came to the nation, and A. J. Finberg later compiled a Complete inventory of the drawings of the Turner bequest for the National Gallery in 1909. 26 The relevant sketchbook, Finberg XCIX, 1806-1808, River and Margate is now rebound in its original cover, and preserved at the Tate Britain. It shows that nearly all of the painting was transferred from the sketchbook, itself taken from life. Of the seven relevant drawings, there are three pencil sketches of the workroom which was used as the model for the painting, the others relating to the figures and the layout of the finished painting.
The first sketch (Fig. 2) , Ruskin no. 77a, is in a soft pencil with Turner's legend identifying, or probably suggesting for inclusion in the painting in the case of the papers and books, 'Papers, books, crucible, pipkins, vials'. It is reproduced almost exactly on the left side in the finished composition, though with the right hand machine seen in the next sketch replaced by the family group, and with changes made to fit the 'antiqueing' of the appearance of the room. On the back, drawing no. 77 is now so faint as to be hardly legible, though Finberg describes it as being 'group figures'.
The next drawing (Fig. 3) , as currently bound, appears to be the master sketch, made from life in the dentist's rooms. It is much more detailed than the previous sketch, and appears to have been made using a harder pencil. It was not described by Finberg, who listed it as '76, missing', in 1909. It has now been rebound with two printed identifiers, (cxcv(a)-1/cxcvi(a)-1) added at some stage between Ruskin's disbinding of the volume and its re-assembly, and it is possible that its original position in the sketchbook was before what is now identified as page 77. The unfaded margins show that the sketch had been mounted in a frame and spent time in the light, though where and when this happened, and how the page was rediscovered is at present unknown. The answer to the intriguing question of who was so interested in a dentist's workroom interior that the sketch should have been treated in this way might reveal the identity of the dentist's rooms portrayed. This page, Ruskin 76, is well illustrated as Interior of a workshop in Turner and the scientists, the catalogue raisonnee produced for the exhibition of the same name held at the Tate Gallery in 1998, 27 though without being associated with The unpaid bill... etc...
Turner's working method
The appearance of Turner's sketches for the painting in a single sketchbook allows us the privilege of seeing how he went about composing his finished painting. There is the economy of method of a master to be seen, but also the viewer gains confidence that Turner was working from life, and not from imagination, in composing the scene in which he set his characters. Although the sketchbook is identified in Turner's own writing in ink on the cover as 'River and margate', this is unfortunately not material to the location of the dental scenes, since the pages of the sketchbook relating to the 'Dentist' painting have been used 'upside down' in relation to the majority of the topographical and maritime sketches on the other pages, showing that the sketchbook had been opened by Turner with no primary front or back. It may safely be inferred that the dental drawings are independent of the trip to Margate even though Ruskin in his numbering has taken the identified cover as the 'front'.
To follow Ruskin's numbering rigidly is unsatisfactory as a guide to Turner's working method. The detailed sketch in hard pencil of the workshop interior, (number 76), is the logical starting point, since the fluid sketch (77a) is in the same soft pencil as the other sketches and is clearly derived from no.76. It is almost exactly the same as the workshop section to the left of the finished painting, and includes a ghostly outline of a figure seated at the workbench under the window where the 'father' sits in the painting, as well as Turner's aide memoire notes written in at the bottom. Apart from this, though, reading the pages in the reverse Ruskin numbering does give Turner's working pattern for the painting. The soft pencil workshop interior (77a), has on the back (no.77), a sketch of a figure group which is no longer clear enough in reproduction, but follows the arrangement of the finished painting. Then follows 75a, which is a working drawing of another part of the room, recognisably the model for the right side of the finished painting. In the sketch a rather severe high backed chair faces away from the viewer beside a fireplace. This chair is a typical example of the chairs used by dentists at the time, and in the painting it has been elaborated and rounded off a little to fit it to the age intended, though it is still recognisable as to type. For composition reasons, it has been turned to face the viewer, with the result that a patient sitting in it would no longer benefit from either illumination from the door or from the firelight. A foot-stool for the patient can be seen in the painting, and also an upholstered bench stool rather like a piano stool. It or its twin may be seen in sketch 77a at the workbench under the window, with the ghostly occupant. Turner has 'moved' it, to improve the composition, to give the dentist a higher seat, and to make room for the unoccupied stool which replaces a Georgian chair, seen lightly outlined in the sketch. To add to the mood of calm in this right hand part of the painting, which contrasts strongly with the drama of the family group in the centre, Turner has painted the soft firelight of a wood fire in the painting, with the reflected light illuminating a comfortable looking bottle warming in front of it, where in the sketchbook a coal grate is lightly pencilled in.
Sketch 75, and 74a, are again no longer clear, but seem to show further refinements in the placing of the components of the painting.
The story Turner tells Sketch 74 (Fig. 4) , shows four figures, with one standing, and is recognisable as the group in the centre of the painting. Turner has chosen the more effective of the two positions outlined for the figure of the old man, with his back to us, turning his head to his son rather than facing him across a table. By doing so Turner has ensured that everything is arranged to emphasise the sober hard-working character of the father, alone in his laboratory at his workbench. As noted earlier, the stool where the son might have been expected to sit is empty except for the tell-tale red box. The setting may have been artificially aged, but the message enlarged on earlier in the paper, of youth needing to spend itself and get away from perceived inherited drudgery, is timeless.
Turner was not noted for his handling of realism in his human models, ('miserably bad', West in 1808 and Farington in 1806, 'All the figures are flat...' the Sun in 1803), and the dentist and his son and daughter-inlaw were described by Robert Hunt, the critic of the Examiner, as being 'wretchedly drawn'. 28 This may be, but it is to lose the point of the painting if this is regarded as too important, for if Turner generally does not handle his figures with the confidence of a Chardin, the narrative body language of 
